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Introduction
New Environmental Policy Instruments (NEPIs) are increasingly discussed and adopted across countries. From a global perspective a rapid diffusion of these market based, voluntary or informational instruments can be observed. In our paper we argue that the adoption of
NEPIs by national policy makers should not merely be interpreted as a reaction to newly emerging environmental problems and the observable deficits of traditional (command and control) regulation in coping with those problems. To an important degree the use of NEPIs can be explained by the inner dynamics of international processes of policy transfer or policy diffusion, which make it increasingly difficult for national policy-makers to ignore new approaches in environmental policy making that have already been put into practice in forerunner countries.
In a first step, the paper outlines the concept of policy diffusion. In a second step, we will describe the trans-national spread of four different NEPIs (Ecolabels, Energy/Carbon Taxes, National Environmental Policy Plans/Strategies for Sustainable Development and FreeAccess-of-Information (FAI) provisions) by showing the respective pattern of spread in empirically based curves. In a third step, the paper analyses the underlying mechanisms of policy diffusion. We will argue that in addition to the national demand for adequate environmental policy instruments the spread of policy innovations is influenced by  the presence or absence of international platforms or promoting agencies, which have placed the advancement of certain NEPIs on their agenda; and  the specific characteristics of the policy innovation itself.
Finally, we will draw some preliminary conclusions about the motivation of policy makers to adopt or to reject new environmental policy instruments.
The Concept of Policy Diffusion
Global Convergence of Regulatory Patterns in Environmental Policy
Recent comparative studies have revealed striking parallels in the development of national capacities for environmental protection across all OECD countries, and often beyond the borders of the Western industrialised world (Jänicke and Weidner 1997) . Since the early 1950s almost all OECD and Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries have progressively adopted similar legislation in the areas of water and air protection as well as waste management (Weale, 1992; Jänicke and Weidner 1997; Kern, Jörgens and Jänicke 2000;  see figure 1 ). Additionally, new government bodies for environmental protection have been set up by all industrialised countries beginning in the late 1960s (Jörgens 1996) . 1948 1950 1952 1954 1956 1958 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 
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But this more or less parallel development of national environmental policies is not only restricted to the initial establishment of specific institutions and legislation in this comparatively new policy area. The recent shift in the prevailing policy pattern from a sectorially fragmented and largely legal regulatory approach to an integrated environmental policy relying increasingly on "softer" and/or more flexible instruments such as voluntary agreements, ecolabels, or ecological tax reforms is equally proceeding on a global scale (see figure 2 ).
Generally speaking, a global convergence of governance patterns in environmental policy can be observed. In contrast to the widespread assumption that policy convergence takes place at the level of the lowest common denominator, our empirical data shows that the global development in the field of environmental protection has to an important extent been guided by the developmental status reached in frontrunner countries (Kern, 2000; Kern, Jör-gens and Jänicke 2001) .
How can this empirically observed convergence of regulatory patterns in environmental policy be explained? One possible explanation could be that governments throughout the world are reacting independently, but in a very similar way to more or less identical environmental problem pressures. Another explanation could be the simultaneous implementation of international or multilateral environmental agreements. 1948 1950 1952 1954 1956 1958 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 Year However, both explanations fall short of explaining the whole of the empirically observable phenomenon of global environmental policy convergence. On the one hand, environmental problems and problem perceptions vary greatly from one country to another. Significant differences can be observed not only between industrialised and developing countries, but also within the European Union or the OECD. On the other hand, policy convergence goes far beyond the area of transborder or global environmental problems which are being addressed by international environmental agreements. It often occurs with regard to environmental problems that primarily need to be solved at the regional or national level such as surface and ground-water pollution, urban air pollution, or waste management. A third explanation, therefore, could be that governments orient their own environmental policies to what is already being practised in other countries. Without neglecting the two aforementioned factors, the global convergence of environmental policies, then, could to an important extent be explained as a result of the international diffusion of ideas, approaches, institutions and instruments in the field of environmental protection.
Policy Diffusion -Mechanisms and Driving Forces
In order to fully explore the potential of the concept of policy diffusion for explaining global capacity-building in the field of environmental policy it is necessary to determine the principal mechanisms by which policy diffusion occurs as well as its main driving forces. In doing so, we can draw upon a large body of literature on policy diffusion and policy transfer 1 . The main research questions addressed in this literature are:
 How do environmental policy innovations spread?
 Why do some policy innovations spread more quickly than others?
 Why do some countries adopt policy innovations earlier than others?
Based on these research questions, three groups of factors which influence the international spread of environmental policy innovations are distinguished:
 national capacities for adopting innovative environmental policy measures;
 the dynamics of the international system; and  the characteristics of specific policy innovations.
In the following these groups of factors are described in more detail.
National Capacities for Adopting Innovative Environmental Policy Measures
At the national level the specific political, economic, societal and institutional capacities of countries as well as the national demand for new problem-solving approaches influence the adoption of policy innovations (Kern, Jörgens and Jänicke 2001: 8) . Among these factors, attention has especially to be directed to administrative traditions, regulative structures and policy styles. The administrative implications of policy-approaches or instruments are often seen as essential factors influencing the decision to adopt or reject policy innovations already in practice in other countries. 2 This emphasis on "administrative fit" or the "logic of appropriateness" (March and Olsen 1989 ) is based on the general assumption "that institutionally grown structures and routines prevent easy adaptation to exogenous pressure" (Knill and Lenschow 1998: 2) . National capacities, therefore, function as filters to the adoption of innovative measures (Kern, Jörgens and Jänicke 2001: 8) . On the one hand endogenous problem perceptions and the power of pressure groups or the public opinion influence the demand for new solutions. On the other hand, the existence of international "best practices" or "models" shapes this demand to an important extent. To some extent these "models" serve as benchmarks for the development of national environmental policies.
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See for example Gray 1973; Rose 1991 Rose , 1993 Bennett 1991; Bennett and Howlett 1992; Marsh 1996, 2000; Stone 1999; Kern 2000; Kern, Jörgens and Jänicke 2001. 2 The administrative implications of supranational or intergovernmental policy-outputs are especially elaborated within the context of European (EU) integration. This approach which pronounces challenges of administrative convergence finds its expression also in the so called "regulative competition-hypothesis" between member states, which assumes that states are forced to adopt forerunner-strategies in order to avoid huge adjustment costs caused by a late adoption. (Heritier et al. 1996; Andersen and Liefferink 1997) .
Dynamics of the International System
Furthermore, the inner dynamics of the international system contribute to the spread of environmental policy innovations. First of all, the degree of vertical integration in the international system, or, in other words, the existence of trans-national communication channels, is crucial for the course of policy diffusion (Kern 2000) . Communication is the fundamental mechanism of diffusion. Innovations must be communicated in order for them to diffuse.
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In the field of environmental policy such communication channels exist primarily in the form of international organisations and trans-national actor networks. John Meyer et al. (1997) have pointed out that the global spread of environmental discourse and organisation -apart from the central role non-governmental actors played -was especially stimulated by the development of the United Nations (UN). , which in many countries set the agenda for the development of environmental policy as a distinct policy area (Jörgens 1996 One of the original roots of diffusion research was the communication research (Roger 1962) . Communication courses through the structures of a social system. Therefore, uncovering social/interactive structures between states can be useful in order to identify the courses diffusion will go and/or the motivations of policy-makers to adopt similar policies. The insight of sociologist research on organisational conformity mechanisms, network-analytical findings of structural equivalence or asymmetric relationships, which foster homogeneity, may be fruitful for political scientist too (See Friedkin 1984 , DiMaggio and Powell 1991 , Strang and Soule 1998 This term describes "(...) a partially integrated collection of world-level organizations, understandings and assumptions that specify the relationship of human society to nature" (Meyer et al. 1997: 623) . relations or structural dependencies. 6 In contrast, NGOs and scientific communities provide and disseminate knowledge in order to change perception -their main modus of communication is "persuasion" (Stone 1999 ).
The institutionalised transfer of information builds the basis on which dynamic processes of policy diffusion can develop. In short, these dynamics can be described as 
Characteristics of Specific Policy Innovations
Finally, the specific characteristics of the policy innovation itself, including the structure of the underlying environmental problem, have to be taken into account. With regard to the characteristics of policy innovations, it is likely that the extent of policy change induced by a regulatory innovation is decisive for its diffusion. For example, it is easier to create a separate environmental ministry than to effectively integrate environmental concerns into the decisions of all relevant ministries. The spread of innovations with a low potential of conflict, inducing only an incremental change and which can easily be added to existing structures can be expected to be faster than the spread of innovations which are in conflict with traditional regulative structures and policy styles (Kern, Jörgens and Jänicke 2001: 11-13) .
Furthermore, the underlying regulatory approach of the policy innovation and its political feasibility affect its chances of diffusion. While distributive or informational policies are relatively easy to adopt because they do not cause severe consequences or provoke resistance of powerful interests, redistributive policies often provoke conflicts with powerful actor groups and are therefore harder to adopt (Kern, Jörgens and Jänicke 2001: 24) . Finally, with regard to the underlying problem structure, it has been observed that problems of long term degeneration, whose effects are not directly visible, cannot easily be placed on the political agenda.
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Compare Dolowitz and Marsh (2000) who have developed a continuum of types of policy transfer ranging from voluntariness to coercion.
The same can be said about problems where standard technical solutions cannot (yet) be applied, such as land-use, groundwater pollution or loss of biodiversity (Jänicke and Weidner 1997a; Jänicke and Jörgens 2000: 612-613) . In cases where the problem structure is unfavourable, therefore, the diffusion of policy innovations may be significantly hindered.
In the following section, the aptness of these factors for explaining the diffusion of concrete environmental policy innovations will be illustrated on the basis of four empirical examples of new environmental policy instruments: environmental policy plans and strategies for sustainable development, eco-labels, energy/carbon taxes, and legal provisions on the free access to (environmental) information.
The Global Spread of New Environmental Approaches and InstrumentsFour Examples
Although the theoretical assumption of a greater effectiveness and efficiency of new environmental policy instruments -as compared to traditional command-and-control regulation -
has not yet been proven by empirical research 8 , NEPIs are increasingly adopted across all industrialised countries (see figures 2 and 3-6). As this shift from a command-and-control approach to an increased use of softer and more flexible regulation cannot be adequately explained by a greater effectiveness of efficiency of NEPIs, additional explanatory factors have to be taken into account.
We will argue that the motivation of national policymakers to adopt NEPIs is to an important extent influenced by the increasing vertical integration of the international system and intensification of the efforts of international organisations to actively promote new approaches, ideas, aims and instruments in the field of environmental policy.
National Environmental Policy Plans and Strategies for Sustainable Development
Innovation Profile
National environmental plans and sustainability strategies are governmental action plans compatible with industrial and societal interests, drawn up with broad public participation, which set long-term environmental policy goals and priorities across media and sectors. In order for these plans to go beyond mere declarations of intent, they need to be officially adopted by means of a cabinet and/or parliamentary decision. Their most important charac-
For a critical assessment of NEPIs see for example Knill and Lenschow (2000) who in a comparative empirical study conclude that the use of new environmental policy instruments did not lead to more effec- consensual long-term environmental goal-setting (consensus);  deriving goals from the principle of sustainability;  including all relevant policy areas (policy integration);  involving agents/polluters in problem-solving (agent involvement);  involving major, different interests in goal and policy formulation (participation);  mandatory reporting on goal implementation (monitoring) (Jänicke and Jörgens 1998, 2000) .
National environmental plans and sustainability strategies are among the most important attempts to implement the Agenda 21 sustainable development model at the national level (Meadowcroft 2000) . Most important is a shift from a strongly fragmented, primarily mediumoriented and instrumental environmental policy towards an integrated strategy guided by long-term goals (Jänicke and Jörgens 1998) .
The Profile of Spread
The approach of strategic, goal-oriented environmental planning has spread very rapidly since the 80s in industrial countries, but also in newly industrialised and developing coun- The run of the curve shows a sharp rise beginning in the end of the 1980s. A number of factors have influenced the relatively rapid worldwide spread of this policy innovation. Probably the most important was the 1992 United Nations environmental conference in Rio de Janeiro and the action plan adopted there, Agenda 21, which called on all signatory states to formulate a "national strategy of sustainable development". At the 1997 special session of the UN assembly in New York, this resolution was confirmed and a 2002 deadline was set for developing national sustainability strategies (Kern, Jänicke and Jörgens 2001: 18) . The OECD has included the existence or non-existence of a comprehensive environmental plan among its criteria for assessing the environmental performance of its member states.
Besides these international driving forces, a number of national or regional activities also affected the international diffusion of environmental policy plans. The most prominent examtive implementation: New environmental policy instruments "(…) do not perform significantly better than policies in line with the traditional top-down approach" (Knill and Lenschow 2000: 252 1948 1950 1952 1954 1956 1958 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 
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In Central and Eastern Europe, the Environment for Europe process stipulates the develop- Overall, it can be said that while only in a few countries (such as the Netherlands) farreaching environmental policy goals or changes in the administrative organisation of environmental policy have been decided, in the majority of cases such plans have been devel-oped without drastic consequences for existing environmental policy (Jänicke and Jörgens 1998) . The development of national environmental plans has thus been a largely additive process (Kern and Jörgens and Jänicke 2000: 530) .
Ecolabels
Innovation Profile
Ecolabeling can be defined as "the practice of labeling products based on a wide range of environmental considerations" in order to make relevant environmental information available to the consumers (EPA 1998: 5) . Ecolabels enable consumers to include environmental aspects as criteria in their purchasing decisions. Indirectly, environmental labeling may also affect producers as they design products that have to compete not only with respect to price and quality, but also to some extent with respect to environmental attributes (EPA 1998: 5) .
Two basic types of ecolabels can be distinguished. The first type concern labelling schemes relying predominantly on first-party-verification (i.e. created by individual producers in order to point out the positive environmental attributes of their products). This type of ecolabels will not be addressed in our study. The second type concerns labeling systems where verification is carried out by an independent source that awards labels to products based on a fixed set of criteria or standards (EPA 1998: 9) . Furthermore, positive, neutral and negative ecolabeling schemes can be distinguished. While positive programmes usually point out one or more environmentally preferable product characteristics, negative programmes warn consumers about harmful components of products. Neutral programmes also provide environmental data, but leave the interpretation up to the consumer (EPA 1998: 9).
Another distinction concerns the mandatory or voluntary character of ecolabeling programmes. While mandatory labels usually warn about possible hazards and have to be applied by all producers of a certain type of product, voluntary labels are usually positive or neutral in nature and it is up to producers to decide whether they want to participate. Finally, ecolabeling schemes can vary according to the number of product groups which are potentially covered by this instrument (e.g. energy labels applying only to electronic appliances or general ecolabels covering potentially all product categories).
In the following we will focus on the spread of nation-wide voluntary ecolabeling schemes relying on third-party-verification and which are not limited to one or few product groups (e.g.
batteries, electronic household appliances).
The Profile of Spread
The first country to introduce a national ecolabeling programme was Germany. Although the German "Blue Angel" of 1978 has certainly served as a model for the development of similar initiatives in other countries and in the European Union, it was not until 1988 that Canada followed the lead by introducing its own national ecolabel named "Canada's Environmental Choice". A first marked rise in the curve occurred in 1989 when four Scandinavian countries adopted the multinational ecolabel "Nordic Swan" and Japan and the U.S. developed their own national programmes. While most of ecolabeling programmes are public policies the US "Green Seal" in contrast is not a government associated programme but privately funded and directed by a national non-profit organisation (OECD 1997: 27) .
The international spread of ecolabeling programmes accelerated even further when in 1992
the Council of Ministers of the European Union adopted a regulation introducing the "Euro- 1948 1950 1952 1954 1956 1958 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 
Year of Adoption Total Number of OECD-and Central and Eastern European Countries
FFU 2001
In a very short period from 1988 to 1992 there has thus been a rapid spread of this new environmental policy instrument which has been driven mainly by regional co-operation within the Nordic Council and in the European Union. This spread can only to some extent be classified as diffusion. The development of the "European Flower" for example, adopted at the supra- 
Energy/Carbon Taxes
Innovation Profile
Energy/Carbon Taxes are market-based environmental instruments, which tax the use of energy. The term eco-taxes applies, if their adoption is motivated by ecological concerns, their calculation is based on environmental considerations and if environmental effects of that tax are expected and intended. Taking into account the difficulties in evaluating and attrib-
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Vertical policy diffusion is a likely phenomenon in multi-level-systems, as for example the USA or the EU. Vertical bottom up diffusion characterises the transfer of a policy innovation from the national (or subnational) level to the superior policy-level. Compare Kern 1998: 3. uting concrete effects to any single environmental measure, we will speak of energy/carbon taxes as eco-taxes if the first two criteria are fulfilled.
The Profile of Spread
Since the early 70s, green taxes have loomed large as an environmental policy instrument in the international scientific debate (Baumol and Oates 1989; Hohmeyer 1995) . Since the beginning of the 80s, a comprehensive ecological tax reform has come under increasing discussion (Koschel and Weinreich 1995: 10) . Despite a generally favourable estimate in the literature of their potential, environmental taxes played a minor role in actual environmental policy until well into the 80s. It was not until the international climate protection debate, which put pressure on countries to markedly reduce CO 2 emissions, that green taxes, especially CO 2 and energy taxes, gained in importance in environmental policy practice as well.
In 1988, the first country to introduce an energy/carbon tax were the Netherlands. Since 1990, more and more European countries have followed the Dutch and Scandinavian lead (Jänicke et al. 1998: 7ff.) . By 1992, Denmark, Sweden, Norway and Finland had followed the Dutch by introducing their own national energy/carbon taxes. This nearly simultaneous policy adoption in the Scandinavian countries had been co-ordinated by the Nordic Council. Once again and like in the case of Ecolabels (see above), this regional association facilitated and co-ordinated the national adoption and implementation. A tax of this sort was introduced in Germany in 1999, with further steps to be introduced in the coming years. 1948 1950 1952 1954 1956 1958 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 
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The diffusion of energy/carbon taxes as shown in figure 5 is interesting for a number of reasons. First, it is worth noting that, despite demands raised back in the 70s, comprehensive taxes on energy over and above charges on mineral oil were imposed only from 1990. This time lag between demand and reality is apparent throughout the entire field of market-based instruments in environmental protection (Jänicke and Weidner 1997b, 1997c; Zittel 1996) .
The introduction of effective economic instruments regularly fails where powerful, wellorganised economic interests are the potential losers of such a strategy. This is particularly so in the key application fields for eco-taxes, energy and transport (Mez 1998 
Legal Provisions on the Free Access to (Environmental) Information
Innovation Profile
FAI-provisions are regulations granting all citizens the free access to information held by public authorities. With regard to FAI-provisions one has to differentiate between regulations concerning the access to information in general and specific regulations concerning the access to environmental information in particular. Both types of transparency-laws intend to increase the general accountability and public control of bureaucratic action and both -general as well as specific regulations -include the free access to environmental information.
FAI-provisions are cross-cutting instruments covering all environmentally relevant issues.
They aim at ensuring the availability, comparability and public accessibility of any kind of environmentally relevant information. On the one hand they include the obligation of public bodies to gather and disseminate information and to keep the public informed about relevant environmental developments (active obligation). On the other hand they oblige public authorities to respond within a given time frame to specific requests for information from the public Differences between national regulations can be found, for example, with respect to the costs for providing information, time frames, the range of public authorities which are required to make information available and complaint procedures.
The Profile of Spread
Public access to information looks back on a long tradition. So-called transparency laws existed for example in Sweden since 1766 (FOE 1995: 5; Kloepfer and Mast 1995: 143) . Until the year 2000, FAI-provisions have been adopted by about 80 percent of all OECD and CEE countries (see figure 5) .
The above mentioned existence of two types of FAI-provisions makes it difficult to clearly indicate the point of departure of this globally observable spread. Although general provisions for public access to information, in principle, also include environmental matters, it can be argued that environmental protection only started to become an important area of public policy in the second half of the 20 th century. Therefore, we will limit our analysis to FAIprovisions which have been adopted starting from the second half of the 20 th century.
A first phase of policy development which we classify as the development and spread of No more than around 80 years ago Finland became an independent republic (1917). It was a part of Sweden from 1323 until 1809 (the remaining time until 1917 it had the status of a autonomous grand duchy of Russia). And as the Swedish law from 1949 rooted in the constitutional provision from 1766, which was legally binding for Finland too -the nearby dates of adoption can be interpreted by these historical connections.
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For the network-analytical approach used in political geography see for example Lutz 1987. the diffusion among Scandinavian countries (in addition to Sweden and Finland, Norway and Denmark adopted acts on public access to information in 1970).
A second phase during the 1970s and 1980s was characterised by a sequence of mainly sporadic adoptions causing a continuous, but still rather slow rise of the diffusion curve. Finally, starting in 1991, the rate of adoption of FAI-provisions suddenly accelerates. Interestingly, from this year on most of the adopted FAI-provision specifically concern environmental information. With its comprehensive environmental framework law of 1991, the Resource Management Act, New Zealand was the first country to introduce a national provision for free access to environmental information, followed by Latvia in the same year as the first country from Central and Eastern Europe. 1948 1950 1952 1954 1956 1958 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 
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The increased frequency of adoption of public access laws from 1991 until 1999 compared with the earlier phases has been influenced by a number of factors. In June 1990 the European Union passed a directive on free access to environmental information. At the international level, the Rio-Declaration of 1992 made explicit reference to public participation and free access to information. Summarising, we can observe that the diffusion of FAI-provisions started to accelerate when the issue entered the agendas of supranational bodies or international organisations. They served as international platforms for the original promoters of these legal provisions -citizens' and environmental organisations. The process can be partially referred to as a "bottomup" mechanism of convergence, driven mainly by non-governmental actors and actornetworks, which effectively used international platforms as catalysts and multipliers. Later it turned to a more "top-down-driven" mechanism.
The transposition of the EU-Directive into national law of the member states should not be equated to the term of diffusion. Policymaking within the European Union rather has to be described as a specific case of multi-level governance (see e.g. Scharpf 1993 Scharpf , 1994  materials and activities in their communities, and the opportunity to participate in decision-making processes. States shall facilitate and encourage public awareness and participation by making information widely available. Effective access to judicial and administrative proceedings, including redress and remedy, shall be provided."
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In a couple of these countries environmental groups even constituted a bearing part of the anti-regimeopposition. . The remaining national adoptions can be attributed to processes of diffusion, meaning the adoption of policy-models developed by other countries or -and this is increasingly important especially with respect to this innovation -developed and disseminated by actor networks co-operating closely with strong international organisations.
It is interesting to note that FAI-provisions were adopted even by countries 17 with little public capacity to gather, organise or provide these types of information, and where NGOs were very weak. This leads to the assumption that policy adoption may not always be motivated by the expected impact of policy instruments (i.e. more efficient participatory environmental management), but rather by the relative importance of an innovative policy instrument on the global environmental agenda. The latter seems to be a decisive factor for explaining the international spread of FAI-provisions -in any case, sufficient to motivate the adoption of FAIprovisions, as they are suitable to be communicated as an appropriate response to a norm within an international and environmental responsible society within which the respective adopter intends to be a legitimate member. The desire of acceptance in this society and the described kind of promotion might have contributed to an important extent to the diffusion of FAI-provisions.
Conclusion
The still very preliminary findings suggest that the adoption of environmental policy innovations is more likely if these policy innovations figure prominently on the global political agenda. At first sight, international organisations in their role as trans-national advocates or promoting agencies for policy innovations crucially affect the speed of policy diffusion. As an overall statement the assumption holds true: promotion at the international level does matter.
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United Kingdom: 1992; Luxembourg: 1992; Ireland: 1993; Portugal: 1993; Belgium: 1994; Germany: 1994 : Spain 1995 Italy: 1997. 17 For example in Albania in 1998, Macedonia in 1996 or even in Mexico in 1996.
However, this statement remains too superficial and the data, in fact, suggests an additional differentiation. For a deeper and better understanding we have to investigate the following questions:
 How does promotion by international agents turn into motivation on the part of national policy makers to adopt a policy innovation?  Why is it that some innovations do not spread even though they are actively promoted at the international level?
 Why do some innovations spread without active international promotion?
The above mentioned specific characteristics of a policy innovation (section 2.2.3) offer preliminary answers to the last two questions. The special features of a policy innovation can either facilitate of hinder its widespread adoption. The case of energy/carbon Taxes reveals that policy innovations with a high conflict potential due to their redistributive effects are less likely to rapidly diffuse. This is true in spite of the fact that the environmental effectiveness of eco-taxes is widely assumed among scientists as well as policymakers and that these instruments have actively been promoted by many of the most influential international organisations such as the OCDE, the United Nations and also by the European Union for many years.
A comparison of the diffusion of energy/carbon taxes with the cross national adoption of green plans and sustainable development strategies both of which became an issue at the international level in the late 1980s, clearly reveals that the characteristics of the innovation determine to a great extent the speed of its diffusion. Environmental policy plans and sustainable development strategies -as they have been developed in most industrialised countries -can easily be added to existing environmental policies and do not necessarily induce any fundamental policy change. The same is true for ecolabels, which spread relatively quickly as well. Additionally, the voluntariness of ecolabels facilitates consensus finding with respect to product group selection and criteria development for certification and therefore the adoption of eco-labelling procedures at the national level.
Another preliminary conclusion which can be drawn from the ecolabels case is that, being a predominantly product related measure, the spread of eco-labels is promoted by the dynamics of international trade. If consumer behaviour is at least to some extent influence by environmental considerations -which can be assumed in most OECD-member states and increasingly within the CEE region -then participation in some type of ecolabeling scheme can be seen as a rationale for ensuring sales opportunities and market shares. Hence, the potential of trade as conduit for policy diffusion may offer an additional explanation for the rapid spread of the instrument of ecolabels.
In accordance with the insights of organisational sociology that an organisation's propensity to innovate depends on the strength of obstacles, the available resources to overcome them and the motivation to innovate (Mohr 1969: 114) , we can conclude that with respect to Energy/Carbon taxes most of OECD and almost all CEE countries experienced overwhelming obstacles to adopt such a tax. In contrast, the relatively rapid spread of the other three innovations suggests, that policy makers could overcome more easily the obstacles -if such exist -obstructing their adoption.
However, the question about the concrete motivations of policymakers to adopt these innovations is still unanswered. Apparently, the frequency of national adoptions rises as policy transfer becomes more strongly institutionalised at the international level. But how does promotion at the international level influence the motivation of policymakers to adopt these instruments?
One possible answer might be, that the politicians' need and the provisions of international organisation may complement each other.
Concerning the politicians' need, the main reason for policy maker to look at what the others do is uncertainty, which forces mimetism (DiMaggio and Powell 1991: 69) . On the one hand, uncertainty can refer to the issue of environmental protection and the pressure to act adequately. On the other hand, it can also be related to very other ambivalences a state is confronted with -for example how to establish in the international system in order to attract perception or investment and to influence the own positioning within this system.
International organisations provide "models", whose creation is based on "best practices" which have been promoted at international level. Models are an essential prerequisite for mimetism. A national policy innovation not automatically becomes a model. The status of a "model" a national policy can only gain, if others do award this attribution to the respective policy innovation. The promotion and information activities of international organisations do exactly provide this service.
Addressing the question of policy-makers' motivation to adopt policy innovations, which are promoted, the essential link between promotion and motivation is, that the orientation towards models provides legitimacy for policy-makers decisions (Radaelli 2000:28) . The attempts of national policy makers to cope with uncertainty may account for their orientation at international promoted policy innovations or models -sometimes their imitation. This orientation offers additional political advantages because it may serve as an external source of legitimacy in the national context, as well as an attempt to verify the nation states' legitimacy within the global community, which socialises its members as "environmental responsible".
The empirical finding that the frequency of national adoption regularly rises when transfer became institutionalised at an international level suggest that policy convergence by diffusion may not only be motivated by considerations of efficiency-improvement, but instead or additionally by considerations of generating legitimacy.
